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OUR CHRISTMAS DISTRIBUTION.
We remind our readers that Saturday, Decem- 
Also
Rule E 17 and E 19 (b). The circumstances, as related at the inquest, were briefly these : The child was born at 9.10 p.m. on August 16. The midwife was present, and stayed until about midnight, but did not wash the patient, and did not return until 4.30 p.m. on the following day. On the 18th she came again, and found the patient feverish, but did not take the temperature, not knowing how to use a thermometer, and in the evening a doctor was sent for, and subsequently a second came. The woman died on the 25th, and her death was attributed to puerperal septi-.csemia, caused by the neglect of the midwife to wash her.
Dr. Howlett said he could not speak except by hearsay until the 19th, when he took charge. He found the patient suffering from fever. He had been told that she had not been washed until nineteen hours after her confinement, and this he had, at the inquest, stated to be, in his opinion, the cause of septicaemia. He had conducted a post-mortem examination; he found nothing within the uterus, the woman was quite healthy, and he could not attribute her death to anything but want of cleanliness. The midwife had been suspended for a month by the Local Supervising Authority.
A letter was read from Mrs. Coit, who said she had given up practice, and had been ill ever since the case; she did not think she had done anything wrong, and she had come at ten o'clock the following day, not at four o'clock as stated.
The Board decided to remove her name from the roll, and in giving the verdict the Chairman said he wished it to be clearly understood that it was not the Board who were responsible for admitting women on the roll who were totally ignorant of the use of thermometers and such appliances. They were obliged by the Act to admit such people, even though they were of course not really fit for the work.
Annie Broomhead, certified midwife, was the next defendant, against whom the following charges were made : that whilst attending a patient on July 8, 1905, she disobeyed Rule E6 and Rule E 17 (b). The woman herself appeared, and Dr. Boobyer, Medical Officer of Health, prosecuted on behalf of the city of Nottingham, the Local Supervising Authority.
Dr. Boobyer said that Mrs. Broomhead reported stillbirth on July 10, and on the 13th she was brought by the lady visitor to his office to explain the matter. She said that she knew the rules, but did not heed them, and had not sent for a doctor because she could tell when it was necessary to do so and when not.
Dr. Boobyer said she was very contumacious, that her hands were very dirty, and she did not seem altogether temperate when she came to his office; he would not, however, say she was under the influence of alcohol.
Mrs. Broomhead said she attended the woman on the 8th about 1 r.M.; that the waters had then broken; that she went again in the afternoon, and in the evening about 10, and again at midnight, staying until six on Sunday morning. She denied that there was any presentation up to this time. She came again about five o'clock, and found the head and hand presenting. In cross-examination Mrs.
Broomhead said she never left her after she found the hand presenting; that she had suggested to the woman that she had better have a doctor, but the woman was poor. She did not know the meaning of the words antiseptics and clinical thermometer.
The Board returned a verdict to the effect that the charges were not proven. In addressing Mrs. Broomhead, the Chairman said that she must consider herself extremely lucky, and that it was only necessary to convict her of not using antiseptics and a thermometer at her next case for her name to be removed, which would certainly be done without compunction; that she was not safe to practise.
The Julian.
